Biometrical Journal serves the scientific community for over 50 years by publishing biostatistical innovations (Bergholt et al., 2008; Victor et al., 2008) . These articles make a difference in many fields of our discipline, for example, in clinical trials methodology or survival analysis. Even more important, the journal helps to transfer new theoretical insights and statistical methods to medicine and life sciences. Although being already very successful in this direction, there remains much to be done to further increase the quality of articles published by Biometrical Journal and to increase the scientific impact of this research.
This principle has been defined by Buckheit and Donoho (1995) and is elaborated by Schwab, Karrenbach, and Claerbout, (2000) . Translated into biostatistical terms this simply means: The scholarship does not only consist of theorems and proofs but also (and perhaps even more important) of data, computer code and a runtime environment which provides readers with the possibility to reproduce all tables and figures in a article. In this sense, a piece of reproducible research is an article that provides readers with all the materials that are needed to produce the same results as described in the publication. These ideas have been widely adopted in statistics in the meantime, see for example Leisch and Rossini (2003) or Gentleman and Temple Lang (2007) .
An important question comes to our mind: Which proportion of articles in Biometrical Journal actually meets this high-quality standard? As statisticians, we have investigated this question by analysing a small questionnaire on all regular articles published last year in volume 50 of Biometrical Journal (omitting the special issue on Multiple Comparison Procedures). For each article, we recorded whether or not an article presents simulation results and one or more practical examples. In addition, we checked if access to data was given (either directly in the article or in the electronic form -we did not check references to other articles for the availability of the complete data). Last but not least, we looked for computer source code or binary programs implementing (parts of) the proposed methodology.
In total, 56 articles have been published in the five regular issues of volume 50. As summarised in Table 1 , there are 53 articles with either simulations and/or illustrating examples. Only 17 of these articles provide access to data in some form and only eight articles give the readers the possibility to experiment themselves with computer code. Access to both code and data was given by six articles (Piepho, Richter, and Williams, 2008; Ha¨ducke, Pahlke, and Ziegler, 2008; Kuss, Blankenburg, and Ha¨rting, 2008; Bretz et al., 2008; Hothorn, Bretz, and Westfall, 2008; Li et al., 2008) , corresponding to 11% of articles that at least potentially can be seen as reproducible research. That is not too bad, but there is much room for improvement.
The problem of non-reproducible research has recently been tackled from two slightly different points of view. The first one is a computer science view, offering ideas such as Literate Programming (Knuth, 1992 ) and tools such as noweb (Ramsey, 1994) and Sweave (Leisch, 2002) to create documents that contain the whole scholarship, i.e. textual descriptions including theoretical derivations as well as data and computer code for the empirical part. Also very interesting is the current discussion regarding the quality of statistical analyses in medical journals, i.e. the more ''practical'' view on the problem. Three prominent journals, the Annals of Internal Medicine, the American Journal of Epidemiology and Biostatistics, are currently moving towards making research articles reproducible by asking authors to provide access to both data and computer code (Peng, Dominici and Zeger, 2006; Laine et al., 2007; Peng, 2009) .
It is our aim to increase the quality, usefulness and scientific impact of Biometrical Journal articles through reproducibility. Of course, this is a long-term goal and insisting on full reproducibility is certainly too ambitious. Availability of data or software may even be impossible in some circumstances. However, we want to encourage authors to move with us in this direction and to submit data and software with the manuscript. In our view, there is no better advertising for new methodology than providing data and computer code for the reader. After acceptance of an article, supporting information will undergo an additional reproducibility check by the Associate Editor for Reproducible Research (currently Torsten Hothorn). He will help the authors to provide computer code which will be useful to readers and which will eventually increase the impact of their work.
